INTRODUCTION
Higher education institutions across the country are optimistic about internationalization, with 72% reporting accelerated internationalization over the last five years and 30% indicating that internationalization levels are "high" or "very high" on their campus (Helms, Brajkovic, & Struthers, 2017) . During the 2015-2016 academic year, over one million international students studied in the United States. The previous academic year, over 300,000 U.S.-based students studied abroad for academic credit and another 22,000 went abroad to participate in non-credit opportunities (Farrugia, 2016) . These numbers represent a 7% increase of international students in the U.S. and a 3% increase of U.S-based students studying abroad, reflecting a continued interest and upward trend in international academic mobility.
Despite continued and increasing interest in internationalization, there are some concerns that campuses are not developing important on-campus initiatives to support these efforts. Robin Helms, director of the Center for Internationalization and Global Engagement (CIGE) and lead author of the most recent report on the state of internationalization in the U.S., said that "we still are thinking of internationalization often as an outward-facing endeavor" and "we need to make sure that we're giv-151 ing adequate attention to what's happening on campus as well" (Redden, 2017, para 24) . Though CIGE reported that 58% of campuses now have an international services office leading their internationalization efforts (up 22% over the last five years) and 53% have a full-time administrator coordinating programs and activities in this area (Helms et al., 2017) , there are questions about these offices' capacities to help students adjust successfully to campus in light of distinctive needs such as visa tracking and specialized academic advising (Choudaha, 2016; Gopal & Streitweiser, 2016) .
As the CIGE report states, "the external orientation for internationalization efforts is ultimately problematic in that it neglects the core of the academic enterprise" (Helms et al., 2017, p. 38) . The majority of international students are attending institutions where the faculty, curriculum, and cocurriculum are not working together to foster a multicultural experience inclusive of all studentsdespite widespread increases in staff development opportunities, globally-oriented student learning outcomes, and cultural engagement programming (Helms et al., 2017) . This neglect is particularly concerning because over 60% of international students come to the U.S. from cultures that do not share a Christian background (Farrugia, 2016; Hackett et al., 2015) . When these students arrive on campus, they often encounter prejudice based on their religion or chosen worldview, are unable to find appropriate accommodations to practice their faith on campus, and have difficulty finding space and support to navigate dissonance encountered during religious exchanges with peers (Patel & Geiss, 2016) . Importantly, these oft-divisive experiences are not limited to sectarian institutions but may occur at public and private institutions that do not ascribe to a worldview (Rockenbach et al., 2017) .
Increasing numbers of international students are enrolling in U.S. institutions with expectations that the worldview climate will foster cross-cultural connections that increase successful achievement of educational outcomes (Chow, 2015) . While a full discussion of campus climate in relation to international students is beyond the scope of this paper, the worldview climate on campuses is particularly relevant to internationalization efforts. The term worldview, defined as "a guiding life philosophy, which may be based on a particular religious tradition, spiritual orientation, nonreligious perspective, or some combination of these" (Mayhew et al., 2016, p. 2) , has recently been used by scholars investigating how the inner lives (Nash, 2001) of students develop during college. The worldview climate is comprised of the "features of campus structures and educational practices [that] influence students' ability to engage across religious and worldview differences" (Bryant Rockenbach et al., 2014, p. 1) .
Meeting these expectations requires that faculty, staff, and students are oriented toward pluralism and open to opportunities for interfaith engagement. Pluralism orientation reflects the degree to which an individual accepts others holding diverse worldviews, believes there are common values between worldviews, seeks to understand differences between world religions, and believes they can hold their own worldview while engaging in strong relationships with people holding different worldviews (Mayhew et al., 2016) . Interfaith engagement is when students, faculty, and staff holding diverse worldviews form connections or have conversations in formal or informal settings (Rockenbach et al., 2017) . Campus environments that foster these dimensions while providing space for students to develop their worldviews -to explore how their beliefs influence their values, choices, and actionsare likely to be more welcoming of students who hold diverse worldviews and arrive on campus through internationalization efforts.
Focusing on internationalization as part of an institutional mission or strategic plan without a concurrent commitment to interfaith engagement and pluralism is problematic because the number of students holding diverse worldviews is climbing rapidly on campuses. In the following sections, we first review the literature to understand the history and current state of worldview climate at U.S.based campuses. Next, using first-year data from the Interfaith Diversity Experiences and Attitudes Longitudinal Survey (IDEALS), we explore differences between domestic and international students with regard to campus worldview climate perceptions, engagement in formal and informal interfaith opportunities, and changes in pluralism orientation during the first year of college. Finally, we discuss the findings and summarize recommendations as next steps for campuses. It is our hope that this study provides an empirical roadmap for international educators interested in designing educational opportunities and practices that encourage productive exchanges across worldview difference.
FOUNDATIONS OF THE CAMPUS WORLDVIEW CLIMATE
The earliest higher education institutions in the U.S. were sectarian, founded as private institutions to train various denominations of Christian clergy and naturally establishing a worldview climate inclined toward Christian perspectives (A. M. Cohen & Kisker, 2009) . While some of the next wave of institutions were founded on secular principles, generally the founders, faculty, students, and administrators overwhelmingly ascribed to Christian worldviews. Even the fully public colleges and universities founded through the Morrill Land Grant Act in the 1800s were infused with a Christian ethos (Marsden & Longfield, 1992) . With the exception of those institutions founded specifically for Black students, higher education in the U.S. has been dominated and normalized by the experiences of white, formerly-European Christians (Waggoner, 2011) .
A significant shift in the structural worldview diversity of campuses occurred during the midtwentieth century. Executive orders issued during the civil rights movement, later codified into law, advanced college access notably across race and gender but also opened the doors for greater worldview diversity (Stamm, 2003) . Following the passing of the Civil Rights Act, the Immigration Act of 1965 opened the country's borders to allow non-European and non-Christian populations to gain citizenship, thereby increasing the population's racial, ethnic, and worldview diversity (Stamm, 2003) . The campus worldview diversity landscape also changed to reflect the new multiculturalism of the country as the end of the century approached.
That said, Christian privilege remains extensive on college campuses. The Christian history of an institution is often evident through the presence of chapels or other architecture, and the academic policies, dining options, and operating calendars are based largely on Christian values (Seifert, 2007) . Often insidious, extensions of Christian privilege on college campuses make it difficult for those who possess it to see it (Blumenfeld, 2006) . Indeed, international students who identify as non-Christian may be more likely to see -if not experience -the expressions of Christian privilege on many college campuses.
IMPACT OF SECULARIZATION ON THE CAMPUS WORLDVIEW CLIMATE
The increased worldview diversity on campuses occurred at a time when "the church [had] become the sole guardian of faith and the university the prime champion of knowledge" (Stamm, 2003, p. 5) . As a result, religious, spiritual, and nonreligious perspectives were not considered as campuses worked to infuse multiculturalism into their institutional ethos. During this period, a theory of secularization arose that posited a global decline in religiosity as more people latched onto principles of rational thinking -a theory that has been disproven, but not before further removing space for religious discussion on campuses (Patel & Geiss, 2016) . As a result, institutions tend to plan operations without considering the religious, spiritual, or nonreligious perspectives of the campus community. Today, we are experiencing that omission on our campuses as students, faculty, and staff struggle to make sense of difficult events -such as protests, violent incidents, and lawsuits -in ways that maintain safe and supportive environments for students of all worldview identities on campus.
These largely Christian perspectives were challenged as campus environments increased in diversity and as the university's relationship to its students changed. In response, educators and institutions removed avenues for students to explore their religions or worldviews (Hart, 1999) . Many campuses seemed to reflect the idea that "freedom of religion is also freedom from religion of any sort" (Eck, 2000, p. 41, italics added) , and in most cases the ties to religion were broken along with any sense of spirituality and development of the inner life in collegiate culture (Chickering, Dalton, & Stamm, 2006) . As conversations about individuals' belief systems were removed as both un-academic and inappropriate in light of stipulations surrounding notions of separation of church and state, secular Christianity actually became more culturally embedded as part of the fabric of campus (Blumenfeld, 2006) . However, without any remaining avenues for students to explore how their values have been shaped by moral, religious, or spiritual beliefs, educators lost their platform to help students make meaning of their views (Nash, 2001) .
STUDENT EXPERIENCES WITH TH E CAMPUS WORLDVIEW CLIMATE While college students have consistently shown high interest in discussing faith, spirituality, and worldview, higher education as a "secular only" space has made it difficult to approach these topics . This is unfortunate because it means the college campus is not offering access to conversations students want to engage in, and also because many global problems are centered on issues related to religion, ethnicity, and nationality and students may not be developing an appropriate capacity for global citizenship in these areas (Astin, Astin, & Lindholm, 2010; Patel & Meyer, 2009 ). In addition to global citizenship, students experience growth across the college years including their personal search for meaning and purpose, their ability to maintain peace and centeredness during personal hardship, their ability to relate compassionately to people of diverse narratives, and their openness to alternate ways of belief (Astin et al., 2010) . Astin et al. (2010) found that college students who showed growth in peacefulness or centeredness experienced positive effects on their GPA, leadership skills, well-being, ability to get along with people of other backgrounds, and satisfaction with college.
Similarly, students' perceptions of and satisfaction with their campus climate has been linked to a variety of student outcomes, including college adjustment, sense of belonging, well-being, and persistence and completion, among others (see full summary in . expanded campus climate work by creating a model for examining an institution's worldview climate. Student satisfaction with the campus worldview climate was conceptualized as a function of four factors: student characteristics (e.g., worldview identification), structural worldview diversity (e.g., representation of different worldviews), the psychological climate (e.g., support, space, divisiveness, microaggressions, coercion), and the behavioral climate (e.g., encountering the other, provocative experiences).
Examinations of the worldview climate have found that exposure to diverse worldviews, the ability to authentically express their own worldview, the presence of support systems for practicing their worldview or exploring other traditions, engaging in conversations across worldviews, and low levels of tension or conflict based on worldview positively affect students' perceptions of the campus environment . Several scholars have offered suggestions for practices that foster this type of worldview climate. Patel and Meyer (2009) proposed activities that engage students in interfaith dialogue, are conscientiously framed as inclusive of all faith traditions and life philosophies, and create opportunities for supported encounters across worldviews. Stewart, Kocet, and Lobdell (2011) encouraged institutions to establish community partnerships across religions, faith traditions, and other philosophies and also train student affairs staff about how to interact across various religious and nonreligious perspectives. However, it is important to remember that "the effects of college environments and experiences on outcomes such as satisfaction often depend on student characteristics (e.g., race/ethnicity)" (Bryant Rockenbach & Mayhew, 2014, p. 43) and note that increasing the number of international students will impact the campus worldview climate.
THE CAMPUS WORLDVIEW CLIMATE AND INTERNATIONALIZATION
About half of all institutions include internationalization in their mission statement (49%) and/or in the top five priorities of their strategic plan (47%), and many institutions have created a strategic plan or task force that specifically focuses on internationalization efforts (Helms et al., 2017) . According to the CIGE, over the last five years institutions prioritized academic mobility, including increasing study abroad for U.S. students, recruiting international students, and establishing partnerships with institutions abroad as their top areas of development (Helms et al., 2017) . While academic mobility has increased, less than 2% of U.S.-based students study abroad or engage in international education by physically going to another country (Farrugia, 2016; Fast Facts, n.d.) . Therefore, in order for campuses to pursue their mission and engage with their strategic plan around internationalization, they must commit to globally-oriented, intercultural changes on campus.
MISSING TH E MARK WITH MISSION-PRIMARY STRATEGIES
Institutions may be committing to internationalization as part of their mission with a very narrow view of what that means in terms of on-campus change. The American Council on Education (ACE; 2015) created an "Internationalization Toolkit" organized around six pillars of comprehensive internationalization, which include: articulated institutional commitment; administrative leadership, structure, and staffing; curriculum, co-curriculum, and learning outcomes; faculty policies and practices; student mobility; and collaboration and partnerships. Though framed as a toolkit for any institution interested in engaging in internationalizing their campus, each pillar has examples from institutions or recommendations for best practices that are presented as isolated activities that can be separated from the whole (ACE, 2015) . However, it is clear from the recommendations in CIGE's report that the pillars are meant to be engaged in together -curriculum, co-curriculum, and faculty practices are not to be left for last. In fact, Helms et al. (2017) stated that the "position [of these pillars] is indicative of their importance; attention to these areas is critical in order for internationalization to fully take hold throughout colleges and universities, rather than remaining a peripheral activity" (p. 38). A mission statement or strategic plan is only as good as the alignment it brings across the campus.
As international and domestic students continue to report issues engaging with each other in classrooms, living spaces, libraries, and the wider campus community (Bista & Foster, 2016; Park, Lee, Choi, & Zepernick, 2017) , it seems that more emphasis must be placed on the on-campus activities of internationalization. Leask and Carroll (2011) argued that universities often engage in intercultural work through "wishing and hoping and dreaming" (p. 650) that the presence of diversity on campus will result in more interculturally competent students, but that the reality of diversity without structured interactions is that most students gather in homogeneous groups that do not challenge their norms. Stevenson (2014) discussed that universities often pursue an intercultural or multicultural curriculum on campus, but that most do not disaggregate what "culture" means to international students versus their domestic counterparts. When disaggregated, she argues that while "religion plays a large part in forming culture and informing cultural practices, religion, as an aspect of culture, is rarely valorized" on university campuses (Stevenson, 2014, p. 51) . As the sheer percentage of international students arriving on campus increases, most coming with significantly different worldviews than their U.S.-based peers, there will clearly be an impact on the campus worldview climate.
ACADEMIC MOBILITY FUELS INTERFAITH REALITIES
As part of the focus on academic mobility, the numbers of international students studying in the U.S. has increased over the last five years. Currently, international students comprise 5.2% of the higher education students in the U.S. (Farrugia, 2016) . Unfortunately, the emphasis on generating academic mobility has ignored (perhaps unwittingly) the real exchange of humans from one location, culture, and context to another as they pursue higher education. As previously mentioned, 60% of international students studying in the U.S. are from nations that do not share a Judeo-Christian cultural background (Farrugia, 2016; Hackett et al., 2015) . India and Saudi Arabia, which respectively send 16% and 6% of international students, are nations similar to the U.S. in terms of having a dominant religious culture -Hinduism or Islam as opposed to Christianity. China and South Korea, respectively sending 32% of all international students, have a more mixed religious culture with about half of their population describing their worldview as "unaffiliated" with two strong minority religious cultures (see Table 1 ; Hackett et al., 2015) . While institutions may have been pursuing tuition dollars, prestige, or global diversity as their primary aim of international student recruitment, evidence of their success is a student body and campus climate with significantly more worldview diversity. International students attending U.S. institutions are expecting high-quality education systems with a wide range of schools and programs -typically the focus of marketing campaigns -but are also expecting a welcoming environment, good student support services, and a safe place to study (Chow, 2015) . Choudaha (2016) noted that pursuing "an inclusive campus climate requires not only providing adequate tools and resources but also building intercultural competence among diverse stakeholders, including faculty, administrators, and students" (p. iii). The call for institutions to address worldview climate and competency on U.S. campuses in pursuit of an international exchange that goes beyond the physical movement of bodies is both clear and currently out of reach for most institutions. Considering the worldview diversity of campuses simply through internationalization efforts, an important intercultural intersection is how international students are experiencing the worldview climate.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
Unsurprisingly, there is very little research specifically on the worldview-related experiences and interactions of international students studying in the U.S. Occasionally, spirituality or religion emerges as a protective factor in the acculturation process (e.g., Park et al., 2017) , but to date there has not been any work in this space pertaining to U.S. universities. Of the research that has been done, Stevenson (2014) offers that "the research does highlight a need for universities, in developing internationalization strategies, to take a more nuanced account of the cultural backgrounds of their students, including their religious affiliation" (p. 60). While structural worldview diversity or the presence of many worldviews on a campus will naturally bring students in contact with diverse others, presence alone will not necessarily foster the development of pluralism orientation or increase levels of interfaith engagement that enhance outcomes such as citizenship or well-being (Astin et al., 2011) .
The purpose of this study was to contribute to the literature by exploring how international students are experiencing their campus worldview climates. Understanding how these students perceive their worldview climates will extend our knowledge of international students' expectations of their U.S. campuses. Additionally, it may prove useful for internationalization efforts as the perceived campus worldview climate could affect students' desire to attend U.S. institutions. To these ends, we explored the following questions:
1. Do international students perceive their campus worldview climate differently from their domestic peers?
2. Do international students engage in formal and informal interfaith opportunities differently than their domestic peers? 3. How are changes in the pluralism orientation of international students different across the first year compared to their domestic peers?
DATA SAMPLE
The data for this study were collected using the Interfaith Diversity Experiences & Attitudes Longitudinal Survey (IDEALS), an empirically validated (see Bryant, Wickliffe, Mayhew, & Behringer, 2009; Tables A1 and A2 for institutional and respondent sample information.
Sampling weights were created using the Generalized Raking Method (Deville, Sarndal, & Sautory, 1993) to reduce the effects of nonresponse bias by specific demographic groups. For example, the national data show that slightly more women (54.4%) attended college than men (45.6%) in the fall of 2015. However, the raw unweighted data from IDEALS shows almost two-thirds (64.9%) of the respondents identified as women. Sampling weights adjust the raw survey numbers so that they align more closely with national totals -in this case, by over-weighting men's respondents and underweighting women's. Since the IDEALS dataset is longitudinal, weights were constructed in three iterations. Iteration 1 weighted the IDEALS sample -by student gender and race as well as institutional control, Carnegie classification, and geographic region -to IPEDS percentages reported in the U.S. population. Iteration 2 weighting adjusted for longitudinal sample attrition. Finally, Iteration 3 weighting normalized and scaled the Iteration 2 weight by calculating the ratio of the sample size to the population size. All analyses were conducted after applying the normalized sampling weight created for this study.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The conceptual framework that guides this study has evolved from the work of theorists spanning many academic disciplines. Ecologists, such as Urie Bronfrenbrenner (1979) , guided our thinking by defining the person-environment relationship as reciprocal; individual development is a function of many environmental cues that, in turn, are shaped by the individual's interpretation of those cues. In our framework, extensions of Bronfrenbrenner's thinking are represented in the structure of the model, with arrows representing this reciprocity and concentric circles indicating the layered environmental cues students use to interpret the institution's commitment to worldview diversity.
Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pedersen, and Allen's (1998) work on racial climate -with historical, behavioral, psychological, organizational, and structural dimensions -also informed this conceptualization. Building upon this work, the framework developed for this study provides insights nuanced to the empirical study of worldview: This model includes dimensions distinctive to worldview climate, including an organizational dimension that accounts for institutional conditions (i.e., control, size, and selectivity), organizational behaviors (i.e., religious, spiritual, or interfaith programs, spaces, curricular opportunities, and diversity policies provided on campus), climate (i.e., structural worldview diversity, degree of welcome of diverse worldviews, and divisiveness on campus), and culture (i.e., the ethos of an institution regarding its commitment to self-authored worldview commitment, the ethos of an institution as it relates to promoting other worldview-related outcomes). In addition, a relational dimension includes how students productively engage each other across worldview difference, provoc-ative experiences that challenge students' worldviews, supportive spaces for students to explore worldview differences, coercive places where students feel forced to examine or change their worldview, and unproductive environments where students feel silenced by worldview-based microaggressions or overt discriminatory practice. Figure 1 shows how these concepts are combined to explore interfaith learning and development during college. While this framework is typically used as a model for studying a developmental process, for this study we used it to decide which variables to consider when exploring how international students experience their campus worldview climates. Accordingly, we focused our analysis on distinct parts of this model most likely to highlight these experiences. We explored several aspects of the relational context of the interfaith learning environment as well as the many social interfaith behaviors. Additionally, we examined change in pluralism orientation given that it is one of the four key outcomes most relevant to our research questions.
Figure 1. Interfaith Learning and Development Framework

METHODS
We used linear regression models with robust standard errors clustered by institution to answer our research questions. The continuous independent variables were standardized with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. As a result, unstandardized regression coefficients for these predictors are analogous to standardized coefficients and coefficients for any categorical variables can be interpreted as adjusted Cohen's ds (J. Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) .
The key dependent variables were developed and refined through pilot testing and confirmatory factor analysis at Time 2 of the IDEALS administration. Campus climate was measured using aspects of the institutional context, including indices of welcome to various worldviews (e.g., "This campus is a welcoming place for atheists"; 1 = disagree strongly, 5 = agree strongly; α = 0.93; 14 items), and aspects of the relational context, such as divisiveness (e.g., "There is a great deal of conflict among people of different religious and nonreligious perspectives on this campus"; 1 = disagree strongly, 5 = agree strongly; α = 0.80; 4 items), and insensitivity (e.g., "How often have you been mistreated on campus because of your worldview?"; 1 = never, 5 = all the time; α = 0.85; 7 items).
We focused this study on students' formal and informal engagement with religious and spiritual diversity outside of the classroom. Formal behaviors include engaging in activities such as attending religious services for a religious tradition that is not the student's own, participating in an interfaith activity (e.g., dialogue, reflection) in conjunction with a service activity, and living in an interfaith liv-ing-learning community or religious diversity-themed residence. Informal interfaith behaviors include having conversations with people of diverse religious or nonreligious perspectives about shared values, dining with someone of a different religious or nonreligious perspective, and studying with someone of a different religious or nonreligious perspective. There are 15 different formal and four informal interfaith behaviors offered on the survey. Respondents selected whether they engaged in these behaviors (1 = yes) or not (0 = no), and responses were summed to give a total number of interfaith behaviors.
Pluralism orientation reflects the degree to which students are accepting of and committed to engaging with people of other religions and worldviews (e.g., "My faith or beliefs are strengthened by relationships with those of diverse religious and nonreligious backgrounds"; 1 = disagree strongly, 5 = agree strongly; α = 0.91; 19 items). The measure reflects four different aspects to pluralism: global citizenship, (e.g., "I am actively working to foster justice in the world"), goodwill/acceptance (e.g., "Cultivating interreligious understanding will make the world a more peaceful place"), appreciation of the commonalities and differences across religious faiths and worldviews (e.g., "World religions share many common values"), and commitment to interfaith leadership and service (e.g., "It is important to serve with those of diverse religious backgrounds on issues of common concern"). See Appendix Table A3 for the list of items constituting the dependent variables used in this study.
Lastly, nationality status was considered by asking respondents "Are you an international student?" at Time 1 of the administration. Students could respond with either "yes" or "no." These two categories -not international student or international student -were used to make the comparisons in the analysis. International students comprised 4.6% (N=334) of the total IDEALS sample, compared to 6,855 responses from non-international students (95.4%).
FINDINGS
Research question one addressed how international students perceive their campus worldview climate compared to their domestic peers. In general, international students reported less welcoming campuses (B = -0.206; p = 0.009) and more insensitivity on campus (B = 1.75; p = 0.033) than domestic students. There was no difference in the perception of divisiveness on campus (B = 0.759; p = 0.115) between international and domestic students.
In question two, we considered whether international students engage in formal and informal interfaith opportunities differently than their domestic peers. The results showed that international students did not report engaging in informal cross-worldview interactions at different rates from their domestic peers (B = -0.976; p = 0.057). However, they did engage in more formal cross-worldview interactions than American students (B = 0.532; p = 0.009).
Lastly, question three asked how changes in the pluralism orientation of international students differed across the first year compared to their domestic peers. Controlling for Time 1 pluralism orientation, there was no difference in pluralism orientation at the end of the first year between international and domestic students (B = 0.177, p = 0.393). Appendix Table A4 displays the results for the regression analyses discussed in this section.
DISCUSSION
These results suggest that international students do experience the worldview climate of campus differently than their domestic peers. During their first year on campus, international students are perceiving the campus as less welcoming of various worldview groups and reporting more insensitivity related to their worldviews. These findings support the idea that international students need more support to navigate and feel included in worldview climates on campuses (Chouhada, 2016; Helms et al., 2017; Park et al., 2017) . Additionally, the findings add weight to Stevenson's (2014) contention that U.S. universities tend to separate worldview from culture in ways that have more pronounced negative impacts on international students than those raised in the United States. Additional research efforts should focus on components of the campus worldview climate international students are more likely notice in order to provide support systems to address these concerns.
It was surprising that international students did not report more informal cross-worldview interactions than domestic students. As most international students come to the U.S. from non-Christian countries (Hackett et al., 2015) , we would expect international students to be surrounded by people who do not share their worldview to a greater extent than their domestic peers, and due to greater opportunity they would presumably have more informal interactions. However, our results showed that both domestic and international students are dining, socializing, and studying in similar ways on college campuses. Educators should consider strategically providing more intentionality about crossworldview interactions in these informal spaces in order to capitalize on the potential productive benefits that come from peer interactions across difference (see Mayhew & Engberg, 2011) . Future research efforts may consider worldview differences international students encountered during their informal interactions, thus providing guidance on needed supports in this area.
International students are reporting more engagement in formal cross-worldview interactions than their domestic peers. Intentional, structured engagement makes sense for these students who are taking steps to learn about their host culture by getting involved in the formal opportunities more so than domestic students who may not feel the same sense of urgency to learn about those around them. These findings support Leask and Carroll's (2011) argument that universities must engage more proactively in structured intercultural interactions that help students gather in heterogeneous groups and challenge their cultural norms in a supportive environment. While this study showed no difference between domestic and international peers' pluralism orientation growth across the first year, continued pluralism development of all students should be an associated goal of any internationalization effort (Astin et al., 2011) . Researchers should continue to explore how international students are exhibiting growth on outcomes like pluralism orientation in comparison to their domestic peers and how their cross-worldview interactions affect development.
Taken broadly, these findings show how the Interfaith Learning and Development Framework (Figure 1) could be used as a platform for examining all students' development, even if nuances exist between student narratives. In this study, we distinguished between international and domestic students and focused on select elements of the framework. We found that views of the campus climate and ways of engaging across worldviews are not uniform despite similarly high levels of interfaith engagement and fairly consistent pluralism across groups. It is important that models like these be presented in such a way to guide -not prescribe -empirical thought-work related to interfaith learning and development, as surely differences in experiences exist, like those highlighted in this effort between international and domestic students.
In light of these findings, how do campuses provide for the worldview needs of international students? Satisfaction with the campus worldview climate is strongly linked to increasing the number of students who identify with worldview minority narratives on campus and providing space for support and spiritual expression for all worldview narratives . First, we must continue to complicate the notion of diversity, making sure that worldview diversity is represented in efforts to racially and ethnically diversify any given campus. Beyond this first point, the remaining recommendations for practice extend from the finding that international students are likely to participate in formal cross-worldview interactions.
Second, finding a physical space for a multi-faith center and providing dedicated staff to support interfaith initiatives remains an important symbolic step, not only to offset the remnants of Christian privilege represented by physical spaces on campus (e.g., chapels) but to optically show students inclusivity as a priority through the provision of physical space. Third, we suggest strategic ways faculty can innovate their practices in the classroom in order to foster environments more inclusive of diverse worldviews. Third, engaging student affairs staff in reflection about their held worldviews and training them to create spaces for interfaith engagement among their students will capitalize on these students' desires for structured cross-worldview explorations. The next sections outline resources and literature that support implementation of these initiatives on campus.
DEDICATED PHYSICAL SPACE AND STAFF
International students are interested in connecting across faith and spiritual differences, but campuses often are not prepared with a physical space or staff who can support that exploration (Johnson, 2012; Mayhew, et al., 2016) . For example, several recent articles have highlighted Muslim students' struggles to find places to pray, as an example of one of the various accommodations they must seek from faculty and staff to meet their religious needs (Kinery, 2016; Svokos, 2015; Wexler, 2015) . To help ensure all students have access to practical resources and accommodations for their faith practices, recommend that student affairs departments create offices, councils, or committees comprised of faculty, staff, and students "whose mission is to promote the existential wellness of its members throughout the institution and to address inequities in treatment, services, or access regardless of the individual or individuals" (p. 17). As argued in this paper, committing to an internationalization strategy without concurrently committing to the interfaith needs of international students may result in a less conducive learning environment for all students.
Additionally, designated multi-faith spaces are likely to draw international students seeking formal opportunities to connect across worldview differences. Not only does this carry symbolic importance to offset the remnants of Christian privilege represented by physical spaces on campus (e.g., chapels), it shows students that inclusivity is a priority through the provision of physical space distinct from a secular meeting space or a faith-specific place. These can be new or renovated existing constructions that include "space for worship, a place for preparing to worship (ablutions or ritual washing), food preparation areas, meditation/prayer rooms, and support facilities such as chaplains' offices, storage rooms, and restrooms" (Johnson & Laurence, 2012, p. 53 ).
INTERFAITH INNOVATIONS FOR FACULTY
Faculty should understand and value religion and spirituality as a social identity relevant to all students (Waggoner, 2011) . discuss classroom management changes faculty could employ, including carefully planning their course calendar and reviewing their policies about missing class for a religious observance; the authors caution faculty that an accidental culture of penalty may exist for the religiously observant. Additionally, faculty should consider the effect on classroom practices that sustain and reproduce hegemonic Christian values and norms in ways that silence those with minority narrative presentations -creating assessments which require students to debate each other comes to mind.
Arguably, classrooms are one of the most formalized spaces on campus and the students in many classes are likely to be worldview diverse. Bringing spirituality into the curriculum, engaging in personal reflection around their worldview, and working to establish a safe and healthy environment in their classrooms for students to engage across worldview differences are further considerations for effective interfaith instructional practice . echo the call for engaging pluralism through inter-worldview dialogue with experienced facilitators and suggest that engaging in interfaith service or innovative co-curricular experiences that combine inside-and outside-the-classroom components might foster a more welcoming campus climate. These practices speak to the need for structured experiences for cross-worldview interaction, going beyond the "wishing and hoping and dreaming" framework described by Leask and Carroll (2011, p. 650) , and providing international and domestic students the opportunity for both collaboration and conversation.
INTERFAITH COMPETENCIES FOR STUDENT AFFAIRS PRACTITIONERS Student affairs professionals have consistently included development of the whole person, including a person's spirit, as a goal for co-curricular spaces that support interfaith work .Task-oriented actions for student affairs staff include considering alternate celebration calendars in planning processes, applying leave policies fairly across worldview and type of employee, and establishing new policies as needed to accomplish these changes . These actions are tangible ways to show a commitment to pluralism and are likely to put these staff members in contact with international students who are concurrently searching for U.S. experiences, meaning, and purpose.
It is important to note that the changing campus worldview climate requires a shift in the multicultural competency levels of student affairs staff. Patel and Geiss (2009) outline a framework of religious pluralism, which states that student affairs practitioners should be able to sensitively engage and foster positive dialogue between religious and nonreligious identities and have a proactive agenda around engaging religious diversity. offer a student affairs-specific competency framework that provides guidance for helping students make meaning of their worldview through religion or humanism, individually or collectively, no matter the path. The authors comment that "there has been a gap regarding the application of multiculturally competent practice when it comes to student affairs professionals' awareness, knowledge, and skills regarding world religion, spirituality, and secular or humanistic perspectives within a cultural diversity context" (p. 4). Bridging these lines of worldview diversity would have a direct effect on the experiences of international students, who are likely encountering significantly more cultural dissonance based on their worldview than their domestic peers.
CONCLUSION
Institutions should not engage in internationalization without addressing challenges evident in the worldview climate on campus. While discussions of faith, religion, spirituality, and worldview have typically been removed from U.S. higher education spaces due to the prominence and promotion of secularism, recent research shows that college students are not just interested in but expecting to engage in these types of questions during their time on campus. In order to effectively engage with the international students arriving on our campuses, institutions must recognize that intercultural competency may include interfaith competency. The three initiatives outlined above can help institutions to incorporate interfaith as part of their internationalization strategies and, hopefully, improve the international student experience with the campus worldview climate.
As we continue to examine how we contribute to the creation of democratic societies across the globe, it is imperative that we help our students engage with diverse religious and spiritual ideologies in order for them to work and live outside of a U.S. context. Over 60% of our international students come from non-Judeo-Christian cultures, and that means that many exchanges with international students are likely to involve cross-worldview differences. Administrators and campus leaders need to recognize that responsible internationalization efforts must infuse interfaith and worldview diversity ideals throughout campus. I am actively working to foster justice in the world. I frequently think about the global problems of our time and how I will contribute to resolving them. I am currently taking steps to improve the lives of people around the world. I am actively learning about people across the globe who have different religious and cultural ways of life than I do. I respect people who have religious or nonreligious perspectives that differ from my own.
APPENDIX
Cultivating interreligious understanding will make the world a more peaceful place. I feel a sense of good will toward people of other religious and nonreligious perspectives.
There are people of other faiths or beliefs whom I admire.
It is possible to have strong relationships with those of religiously diverse backgrounds and still strongly believe in my own worldview. My faith or beliefs are strengthened by relationships with those of diverse religious and nonreligious backgrounds. World religions share many common values.
There are essential differences in beliefs that distinguish world religions. There are essential differences in spiritual practices that distinguish world religions.
Love is a value that is core to most of the world's religions.
It is important to serve with those of diverse religious backgrounds on issues of common concern. My worldview inspires me to serve with others on issues of common concern. We can overcome many of the world's major problems if people of different religious and nonreligious perspectives work together. He is interested in how collegiate conditions, educational practices, and student experiences influence learning and democratic outcomes. He has received over 20 million dollars in grants for exploring the impact of college on student outcomes, including, but not limited to, moral reasoning, spirituality, high-risk drinking, and innovative entrepreneurship. He serves as coprincipal investigator of the Interfaith Diversity Experiences and Attitudes Longitudinal Survey (IDEALS) and also directs the College Impact Laboratory where he oversees a portfolio of projects exploring the impact of college on students. Dr. Mayhew earned his doctorate in higher education administration with a focus on research, evaluation, and assessment from the University of Michigan in 2004.
